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Approval of the minutes of the meeting of April 12, 1985 


(Gross, Cooke) "move that Council approve the minutes of the 
meeting of April 12th" 

Andrus requested that under the heading of University Scholarship 
& Awards Committee the following sentence by added, "that faculty 
members should provide more expansive and detailed letters of 
support to scholarship applicants". 


aUPrrmragmn 


CARRIED 


Chair Remarks 


With respect to the University Budget Task Force Report Parker 
explained that Fine Arts was affected in that the Report recommends 
the faculty budget be reduced by $75,000. in the part-time faculty 
category and in addition thet the Art Gallery operating funds be 
reduced by $2,000. The Art Gallery seems to have been singled out 
specifically for some reason for a reduction. 

During the period of the budget review the Dean also spoke with 
both the Rector ard the new Vice-Rector as to the fact that Fine 
Arts has been uncerstaffed in terms of academic and non-academic 
staff for a number of years. Faculty requirements, goals and 
future developmerits as well as space and budget needs have been 
addressed in light of the ever-present budget-cutting task force. 


Design Task Force Report 


Dean Parker introduced the above Report to Council members noting 
the circumstances surrounding the submission of this particular 
Report. 

A year ago Faculty Council received a report of the special 
committee of Council formed to deal with the issue as it pertained 
to Professor Frank Mulvey. At its meeting of May 4, 1984 Council 
recommended that a new task force be constituted with a mandate to 
review in depth the situation within the Department of Design. 
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The general orientation of the Task Force was to deal with the 
immediate situation within the Department, deal with curriculum 
issues and help the Department establish long-term goals. The 
Report before Council today was the result of the deliberations 
of this Task Force. 

The structure of the Report includes an administrative 
recommendation outlining Departmental responsibilities. This 
has been done in order that the second part of the Report, that 
is the curriculum may be implemented. Page eight of the Report 
outlines the orientation of the curriculum. Examples of course 
descriptions outlined on page thirteen are provisionary and are 
indicative of the goals, spirit and intention of the Design Art 
programme. Included also are guidelines for the Department to 
begin its work on the contert of the courses as proposed. 
Faculty members within the Department have been consulted as well 
as outside consultants interviewed. 


Individual faculty members within the Department have been told 
personally by the Dean of the Dean's Office support for the 
programme. Any means required for the implementation of the 
programme in terms of assistance from the Dean will be provided. 


It is important also to note the tenor of the Report. Since its 
inception in 1975 the Faculty of Fine Arts has been through many 
different directions and revisions to curriculum have taken place 
at many levels. The process of implementation of this Design Art 
programme must now take place at the Departmental level. An 
administrative trustee has been provided to enable these changes 
to take place. In addition, in@ividual faculty members in the 
Departmert have committed themselves to the implementation of the 
recommendations as they are contained in this Report. 


The issues as they relate to curriculum in design are issues 

that are also being addressed within University education across 
North America and are not particular to this Faculty nor to the 
Department of Design. This Report has tried to address these 
larger issues and the programme itself is presented in such a way 
as to assume a leadership role within design education in Canada. 


(Kelly, Fox) "moved that Council accept the Design Task Force 
Report anc approve, in principle, the curriculum" 


Gross’ understanding of post-secondary education within Quebec 

was based on a five-year programme with the general education 
segment offered at the Cegep level. He asked what the relationship 
was between the proposed programme and current Cegep education? 
Could some of the specified courses not have been provided at the 
Cegep level and were there any concerns for language considered 

as a profile? If the programme is multi-disciplinary, why have 
certain specifications in certain disciplines not been outlined 

as prequisites? He expressed concern that there seemed to be a 


desire to make University the sole agent of general education 
in design and a lack of concern for the role that Cegep 
education ought to play within the programme. 


Kelly explained that presently there was a pre-professional 
programme in graphic design at the Cegep level which was not 
intended as a prerequisite for University. 


Sherman asked then what the difference was between Fine Arts 
offerings in design education and that offered by the Cegep 
technical programme? What difference was there between a 
technical education and a professional education? 


Locke noted that, in general, undergraduate level universities 
are not to be cesigned as professional programmes. He explained 
that Cinema students are not expected to go out fully prepared 

to accept professional positions at the moment they gracuate with 
an undergraduate degree. Art Education is more professional but 
they have a Diploma year within which to make the transition to 
professional. University programmes in principle in Fine Arts 
are not professional prcgrammes. In the area cf the Fine Arts, 
within a University, they are also not technical prcgrammes. The 
emphasis is not on technical expertise. This may be acquired, 
however this would not be the focus of such a University education. 


Stonyer asked whether prcgrammes in Fine Arts differed significantly 
from programmes within engineering in terms of professional 
orientation? 


Andrus noted that there wes a substantial difference between what 
Departments do in Fine Arts and what the requirements are within 
engineering. Essentially there is a hidden four-year programme in 
electrical engineering and mechanical ergineering where students 

are requirec to compléte 120 credits. No options nor electives 
exist and students are required to meet demands at every point 
within the prcgramme. This is very cifferent from what is presently 
offered within the Faculty of Fine Arts. 


Stonyer asked whether Fine Arts chooses to have a very different 
approach from the rest of the University? 


Parker replied that over the ten years that Fine Arts has been a 
Faculty certain choices have been made and directions taken and 
that indeed Fine Arts was very different from the other faculties 


within the University. 


On behalf of the Design Student's Association, 
Dominique Poitras presented two points concerning the implied 
need for change within the Department of Design as follows, 


"Design students must expose their work in the marketplace in 
order to gain recognition. The nature of the Design Department 

is such that it must be very selective in its screening process. 
Out of 400 applicants only 80 are chosen. As such the Depart- 
ment is blessed with a highly motivated and talented student 

body. The proposed chances would jeopardize Concordia's 
attraction to students who want to become leaders in a specialized 
area of design. A generalist approach to the prcgramme is not 
realistic in today’s highly segregated field of design". She asked 
why the Task Force had taken such a radical approach? 

The students were also concerned with the Task Force's emphasis 

on creativity and ideas rather than technical virtuosity or 
placing less emphasis on it did this necessarily imply that 
creativity would be enhanced? She felt this to be open to debate, 
however, students know that to render ideas on paper one needs 
both creativity and technical ability. A design programme that. 
does not stress bath of these would be dcing its students a great 
disservice. The Association contends that the proposed design 
programme would te dceing such a disservice. 


In answer to Gross' original question, Pinsky explained that the 
Task Force did consider the need for a possible revision to the 
Cegep profile. It was thought that the Department of Design 
could begin to think and work on the proposal and come up with 
such a new profile. In answer to the question of technical 
training, the Cegeps do have a three-year technical training 
programme in graphic design. University's are not supposed to be 
doing the same thing as ‘the Cegeps and, therefore, in the light 
of what a University means and the type of education it offers, it 
was not the intention of the Report to simply repeat a Cegep 
education. In fact, it is illegal to do so. Universities are 
supposed to move on to something rather more highly developed. 


Poitras felt that the reputation of the Fine Arts Faculty was 
mostly due to the design programme with eighty percent of the 
students getting jobs within months of graduating. She asked why 
the Task Force felt the need to change the programme? 


Locke explained that one of the reasons for the proposed changes 
was to make the programme better. This was not to deny the 
quality of the students presently enrolled but the intention was 
to improve the quality. Training in technical aspects has been 
included, the point is whether this should be the focus of the 
programme. The concerns expressed by the students have been taken 
care of within the proposal. 


Wilson, a part-time faculty member in Graphic Design quoted from 

a meeting between R. Parker and Departmental Chairs on December 11, 
1984 that “open discussions are welcomed and encouraged... ,and 

that every member of the Faculty has the right and responsibility 
to provide the means for change to occur". He felt that, within 
Visual Arts noone was speaking to one another and that this was 
evident in the students' work and that one could see it hanging on 
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the walls. He felt that this state of affairs had been going 
on for many years and that it should not be allowed to go on 
any further. He also wished to draw members attention to page 
ten of the document which outlined the emphasis to be placed 
within the curriculum. He felt obliged to fill in with his 
comments the @rather than" portions of the document. He then 
explained that he was the author of an anonymous letter 
addressed to the Dean. 


Parker asked whether he had any suggestions regarding a viable 
design programme that he wished to make? 


Wilson proceeded to read the points made in his anonymous letter. 
Several members of Council interjected with points of order. 


Gross neted that Council was composed of members with speaking 
privileges and asked whether Wilson was a member of Council. He 
felt it appropriate for Mr. Wilson to ask for speaking privileges 
and that it was the right of Council to determine whether this 
could be granted. 


Wilson noted that since the Dean had acknowledged his hand this 
granted him those privileges. 


Parker then explained that since a member of Council had 
questioned this privilege then he must follow Council's wishes 


in this regard. 


Sherman asked whether the Task Force, in its deliberations, had 
requested input from everyone? 


Wilson explained that he had not been asked and this was the 
reason for his presentation to Council. 


(Gross, Langley) "motion to grant Richard Wilson speaking 
privileges" 

The secretary of Council noted that a majority of the voting 
members approved the motion. Mr. Wilson was then granted 
speaking privileges. 

He then proceeded to read his presentation which included the 
following reccmmendations; 1) that there be an immediate end to 
the presentation and ratificetion of the Task Force recommendations 
2) that the Summer be used for reflection 3) that, if necessary, 
a formation be made of an impartial body of members of the 
academic anc business communities to be mandated to examine and 
suggest equitable and creative solutions to this problem by 
September 1985. 


Nancy Harrison, on behalf of the Design Student's Association, 
read the following motion, ratified by the Concordia University 
Student's Association as follows; 


"We, the Board of Directors of Cusa Inc., support the 
Design Student's Association in their opposition to 

the procedural irregularities of the Dean's Task Force 

on the Department of Design in that there was 

1) no student representation on the Task Force, ignoring 
requests of the official representatives of the Design 
Student's Association and of the Alumni, 

2) insufficient consultation with the D.S.A. in that only 
thirty minutes was spent for a year's review and 

3) lack of response to D.S.A.'s interest on this issue" 


She further explained that there had been insufficient 
consultation within which students could have expressed their 
views and that the thirty minutes granted had not been adequate. 
She noted also that there was no written student submission, no 
classroom audits had been made nor student evaluation forms 
requested over the last year. She then requested that 

Eric Serre from the Alumni be granted speaking privileges. 


Serre asked why he had not been consulted when the Task Force 
met with other members of the Department since he was responsible 
for initiating the original report? 


Mackenzie explained that the Task Force was concerned primarily 
with the educational aspects of the Department and that the 

Task Force had divorced itself from personnel matters. Task 
Force members did not feel it necessary to refer to the previous 
year's student association. Its primary concern was with the 
academic profile of the Department and that alumni input would 
not have been relevant. 


Serre asked why the consultant reports had not been included 
within the Report? 


Mackenzie answered that the nature of outside consultation was 
not in the form of requesting outside recommendations but 
rather the Task Force had asked specific questions of a broad 
number of individuals within the design community. 


As a member of the Alumni, Serre told members of Council that 

employment among Concordia design graduates has been higher than 
eighty percent and this with leading advertising companies. He 
noted also that, in 1983, the success rate of graduates of UQAM 
was only 25%. He felt that the Report contained some gcod ideas 


but that it was unrealistic in that students within the 

Design Art programme would not find similar employment. 

Referring to page ten of the document he took exception to the 
point "manipulation of the consumer" rather, he felt this 

should read "meeting the needs of society". He gave examples 

of destgning for the Olympics and explained that the ad "I love 
New York" was not a manipulation of the consumer but rather 
meeting the needs of society. He also felt that it was not 
necessary to think right away about inventing a three cent radio 
for a third world country but rather to think about Canada first. 


Sherman explained that her vote must be based on valid argumerts 
and that the Report itself was not being discussed, rather, 

she felt she was being manipulated by emotional rhetoric. For 
instance, facts were being expressed such as 80% of our graduates 
in design find employment. She asked where this figure came 

from and whether a survey had been taken? 


Parker referred back to the Task Force Report and to the 
experienced members of the Faculty who sat on the Committee. 


Hudson asked whether, once the Report has been accepted by Council, 
it would then go on to Senate before the programme would be in 
place. She requested that this process be delayed and that a 
better time for ratification would be in the Spring of 1986. She 
felt this would afford everyone the opportunity to discuss the 
programme more fully. Faculty members were being asked to accept 

a programme anc to implement one in which they have had little 
input. In additior, the acceptance of the Report today would mean 
the acceptance of a new programme in design and not a revised one. 


In terms of the stages of implementation, Parker explained that 

it was the expectation of the Task Force that the course 
descriptions now in the hand of members of the Department of 

Design would be further refined by them in light of the orientation 
and spirit of the document. The next step would be the 

preparation of the courses into the curriculum. The Task Force 
fully expected the Department to take on this responsibility. 


Kelly clarified for everyone's information that the Task Force 
did receive a written submission from Professor Lacki containing 
recommendations for a design programme. This was the only one 
received. Also, for September 1986 there would be only two 
courses introduced as part of the programme and that there was a 
commitment to follow existing students through the present 
programme. 


Andrus explained that members of the Task Force fully 
expected the largest amount of input to come from the full- 
time members of the Department. His recollection was that 
trying to get any kind of statement from full-time faculty of 
the Department, about their aims, about how they saw their 
programme as it presently existed, about how they might see 
changes to it, etc. had te be brought out of them with a 
succession-.of requests which produced material in 80% of the 
cases which was useless to the Task Force. Useless in terms 
of giving the Task Force some understanding that that 
individual faculty member understood how the design programme 
affected their students. He added that it was up to the 
Department to involve its part-time faculty members and 
students in the consultative process. It was their responsibility 
to ensure that the Task Force was informed of their input. 


Daviault expressed the view thet the proposal contained not a 
revision but a whole new programme with different objectives 
than the existing programme and that it should be presented to 
Senate as a new programme. He reiterated once again that the 
D.S.A. did not support the new programme proposal. 


Pinsky replied that just saying that one objects to it was not 
substantive. He asked what it was that was being objected to? 
Basic design and all its colour, texture anc relationships? 

He wanted to know precisely whatwas being objected to within 
the proposal. 


Daviault referred to the summation as contained within the last 
paragraph on page Nine. 


Landlsey expressed concern abaut the views being expressed with 
respect to what the public wants and the marketplace. He noted 
that within Fine Arts there has always been a concern that fine 
arts education should be challenging to the student to develop 
their personal creativity rather than an emphasis on the market- 
place and what was currently popular. He felt that the Task 
Force Report fostered the creativity approach. 


Gross explained that a Cegep profile skould be required as part 
of the Report. Under normal circumstances when a programme is 
brought forward it seeks the Department's approval. In enacting 
the kind of legislation on the table usual procedures have been 
abridged. He understood from Andrus' remarks that it was 
impossible at this juncture in history for the Department to so 
constitute itself that it might carry through a reconstitution 
of its curriculum, however, on the other hand, Council has been 
asked by Prof. Hudson who has some rights in the matter whether 
this was necessary. In addition the recommendation of the 


Curriculum Committee which is standard procedure, has been 
circumvented in this case. The Task Force Report itself 
should have contained within it an explanation as to the 
reasons behind such unusual procedures. 

Further, he asked who would be in place to determine whether 
or not the Department had in fact remained true to the 
"spirit" of the document? Will it be left to the Departmert 
itself, the Curriculum Committee, or will the Task Force 
remain in existence? What kind of scrutinity will there be to 
ensure that the curriculum adheres to the guidelines? There 
should be some thought given to how these recommerdations can 
take place as follows; 1) develop a means to remind the 
Department that it must do the work within the spirit of the 
guidelines and 2) that the Task Force must provide an introduction 
as to procedures and 3) that the matter of the Cegep profile 
should be brought to its attention. 


Kelly explainec that the previous task force, upon investigating 
incidents within the Department, had found that there were such 
severe problems within the Department it felt that they could 
not resolve these differences themselves. With respect to the 
Cegep profile, she found no difficulty in accepting the current 
Arts Plastique. 


In terms of ensuring the implementation of the programme itself, 
Parker noted the Report had recommended that a delegate be 


named. 


Langley asked the Dean whether indeed the proposal contained a 
reccmmendation for a new programme or a revised programme? 


Parker replied that by virtue cf the major changes and major 
revisions within the programme itself, it would have to fe 
considered a new prcgramme. 


Locke noted that what had been disappointing about the ciscussion 
so far was that the content of the programme itself had not been 
referred to and that none of the positive things contained 

within it, such as the course in the history of design art, the 
¢cistinction made between design procedure and design fundamentals, 
the nine-credit course for group prozects, nor the colloquia 

with people werking in the design area had been mentioned. All 

of these courses were very positive aspects of the Report. 


The unusual route proposed in the Report must have been taken 

for serious cause and as a Faculty member, Sherman believed 

that the credability of the Task Force was not in question. She 
asked, hawever, why it was necessary to take such unusual 
procedures. Prof. Kelly had given some of the history behind 

the Report and she asked Prof. Hudson whether at this point the 
Department of Design would be able to get together to put forward 
an alternate recommendation to the Report. 
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Hudson replied that the difficulties that initiated the Report 
were personnel problems and that, with time, she felt the 
Bepartment could come forward with just such a proposal. 


Pinsky explained that the Task Force came into existence at the 
request of Fine Arts Faculty Council. This Report was not 
suddenly a new report but the discussions have been going on 

for over a year's time. During the course of their work, the 
Task Force did- indeed discover personnel problems which seemed 

to be insoluble. The Task Force then had the task of 
recommending a positive way out of what seemed to be a total 
shambles, or else as the only alternative recommend the total 
demise of the Department. He reiterated that either the 
Department solves its problems or it goes under. 

As a result, the Task Force began by looking at the academic 
characteristics of the programme. When we asked how this 
programme differed from the current Cegep programmes we received 
no answers and indeed the Task Force received no leadership from 
members of the Department in this respect. It was decided that 
this programme was a glorified Cegep programme with an “honours" 
status. None of the other programmes in the studio area had an 
honours programme. It appears that, instead of a Cegep degree, 
one now had a University degree giving the same thing a higher 
status. 

Faculty members brought into those half hour interviews were 
asked for written statements. Some people said very clearly that 
they thought such subjects as painting were trivia, alright for 
fun but not for real honest-to-goodness job-seeking skills. 
Another person came in as an inquisitor. 

This Committee was given a task to do so it developed a programme 
which, if you read it and deal with its substance, is flexible, 
has a technical aspect to it, has an idealogical, philosophical, 
and historical aspect to it. It is subject to change by members 
of the Department as soon as they can get their act together, 
which, it is obvious they cannot do. Furthermore, as far as I 
know, there are three members of the Department on tape who have 
said they supported the proposal. There are two letters confirm- 
ing support. Out of a total of seven people in the Department, 
one member is non-committed, another is away on sabbatical, thus, 
five of the seven have supported this programme. This is the 
reelity of the situation. The Task Force has done its job and 
has made its recommendations. It is now up to Faculty Council to 
deal with the substantive nature of this proposal. What Council 
has heard so far today is an “underground corrosion" that keeps 
surfacing all over the place. 


Andrus noted that Committee members did not have confidence that 
members of the Department of Design were capable of working 
together toward a proposal. 
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Stonyer noted that the recommended programme did provide for 
a common first year, tying in the 3D area, however, he felt 
it to be highly improper to push such a document. The 
Department is being dictated to in that it is being forced to 
accept a new programme. 


Parker noted that the motion on the floor was to accept the 
document and curriculum "in principle" and that this was an 
important consideration in all discussions. 


Locke explained that considering the seriousness of the problems 
within the Department of Design it is important for departmental 
faculty members to use the next four month period before the 
beginning of classes, to carefully study and ccnsider what work 
must be done. 


Serre questioned the technical aspect of the proposal. He noted 
that the graphic design component now offered would no longer 
exist under the new proposal and that Concordia definitely 
needed a graphic design programme. 


Individuakb could make amendments to the motion with recommendations 
as to how the programme could be modified. Gross noted that 
Council will not disapprove the Report without such amendations. 

He questioned what precisely would parties such as Senate and 
Curriculum Committee be asked to do with the Report once it had 
been presented to them. Will they be asked to accept this 

Report in principle as a set of guidelines for future curriculum 
changes or will they be asked to do anything? 


Parker replied that once Council accepts the curriculum in 
principle, it will go back to the Department where it will be 
veted for course descriptions and then submitted to Council. 
Council will then ascertain whether the spirit of the Task Force 
recommendations has been maintained. 


Gross asked what, in the interim, would be taught in the 
classrooms? 


Parker explained that there is a commitment to the students 
presently enrolled. The new curriculum will be phased in year by 
year. 


The History of Design is being cffered in the first year with an 
art elective in the second year, Gross questioned why a Gereral 
Art History course would not be required first before a specific 
History of Design. This was related to the Cegep profile which 
allows ar equivalence to be substituted. 
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Locked explained that within Cinema the filmmaking students 
take in their first year, filmmaking, history of film and 
film aesthetics. To us it would be incredulous that the 
students who are gcing to be filmmakers don't, at the very 
beginning, know about the aesthetics and history of the 
particular area they are working in. This is fundamental. 


Hamel noted his surprise in that it was only now that the Task 
Force was saying that what it heard from members of the 
Department was "thin" or that there was not enough meat in 

their submissions. This was the first time he had heard such 
comments and was indicative of the extraordinary secretiveness 

of the Committee. He felt that had his paper not been "up to par" 
he would have expected from them an exchange to discuss it. 

He noted also that, in June of last year, within his section of 
the Department, a discussion had taken place to improve and 
enrich the curriculum. This discussion proved to be a fruitful 
exchange for the first time in the five years he had been in the 
Department. It now appears that the Task Force has put this 
recommendation aside. He explained that he had been working 
under the impression that the Committee was asking for a 
philosophical rather than new prcgramme recommencations. There 
was obviously a lack of communication between members of the 
Department and the Committee because noone had been asked to put 
forward a reccmmendation for a new programme. 

In addition, he was now being asked to re-think his whole 
attitude and to sit together with other members of the Departnent 
to form a unity within a new programme. He explained that his 
earlier agreement with the new programme wes made, with conditions, 
such as the Department requiring strong leadership to deal with 
the real problems. In terms of the curriculum he felt the 
Comnittee could not have done any better, hcwever, he wished 

they would have communicated with the Department as they 
progressed towards the formulation of the Report. Also, his 
approval was conditional on the programme including a post- 
graduate level training. 


Lacki mentioned that the University héd no obligation to conduct 
a programme that had no place being offered within a University. 
The Faculty of Fine Arts was not a trade school nor an art 
school but rather a Uriversity. He also thought that the 
implementation of the recommendations would not be an easy task. 
The Dean has explained that he is in receipt of verbal approval 
from five members of the full-time faculty and that their 
approval has been made with reservations. He felt that there 
must be double-talk because during Departmental meetings this is 
not what is being expressed abotuit this programme. He noted that 
the Dear had a memorandum in his possession on this issue. 
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Parker explained that protocal must be followed in this respect. 
In the final analysis, the Department has been promised full 
support from everyone to ensure the success of this programme. 
This Report is indicative of the spirit and the tradition of a 
Fine Arts education that has existed within this Faculty. 


Homzy, having listened with great interest to the discussion 
surrounding this issue and noting that it may not be possible 
for everyone to understand every aspect of the situation, ard 
with due respect to those individuals wha may yet wish to 
address scme of the problems, he wished to 


call_the question and requested that a vote be taken by secret 
ballot. 


Parker gave speaking privileges to Prof. Frank Mulvey. 


Mulvey responded to Andrus' observation that some members of the 
Department had not expressed their view of the new programme. 

He noted his support of the programme both in spirit and in 
general content and this summer intended to work on the specifics 


of the cotirse content. 


Lacki explained that his support has been in writing and he 
wished other faculty members had put their support in writing also. 


Parker noted that the question had teen called. He explained 
that if the proposal was approved the next step would be the 
forwarding of the Report to the Department, then to the 
Curriculum Committee for the refinement of course descriptions. 
Council's vote today would be on the acceptance of the Report 
and approval in principle of the curriculum. 


Sherman asked whether Council would be receiving, at a later 
date after refinements had taken place, a report on the new 
programme for ratification -Lefore it is forwarded to Senate. 


Parker reiterated that the normal procedures would ce followed 
in this case. 


Austin again called the question and also asked to find out who 
on Council had voting privileges. 


Langley asked whether she was voting on a new programme or on 
curriculum changes to an already existing programme. 


In a larger sense, Parker noted that the vote was for changes 

in curriculum and the acceptance, in principle, of the curriculum 
as presented within the Report. Further deliberations would take 
place at the Departmertal level. 


Motion: 
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Lacke explained that the vote was to be made on "accepting 
the Rerort" and approving the ideas that are contained in the 
Report. The word curriculum does not come into the question. 


Duval noted that the signature sheet ccntained a count of 
sixteen voting members and that, at the moment, there were 
only ‘two student members on record with voting privileges. 


The Educational Vice-President for the Concordia Student's 
Association explained that CUSA had the right to present four 
students for the position available on Fine Arts Faculty Council. 
There were four vacant positions and candidates could be 
presented at any time. 


Locke asked whether the four representatives who were being 
asked to be put on Council represented different Departments 


within the Faculty? 


Duval explained that there were four undergraduate student 
places as voting members on Council. Nancy Harrison was one 
voting member that had been accepted by Council and 

Sarah Thornton from Art History another. This left two places 
for student representation. It weuld be Council's decision 

as to whether they wished to accept the student!s claim for two 
places at this time. 


Locke questioned whether CUSA had polled the other fine arts 
student associations to see whether their representation could be 
made by four graphic design students. 


Sherman explained that, in the past, it was the wish of Council 


to ensure a broad range of representation from all areas of the 
faculty. She asked how it was that students had not felt the 


need to attend Council all year. 


Duval noted the point of order will be for Council to decide 
whether it wishes to accept two student nominations at this time. 


Harrison presented to Council members the names of Jacques Daviault 
and Dominique Poitras. 


Augtin requested that the meeting be closed at this time. 
(Homzy, Austin) "move that Fine Arts Council move to CLOSED 
CARRIED 


Motion" 


SGC 


Upon the return to Open Session, Parker explained that the 
question had been called as to the acceptance of the Task 
Force Report and the acceptance of the curriculum in 
principle. 


The question was CARRIED with 16 In Favour of the motion, 2 
against and 2 abstentions. 


The Dean explained that during the months of deliberations 

of the Task Force, there had always been an understanding that 
it could only go to a certain point in terms of developing a 
curriculum. At a certain point the Department must take over 
and implement the programme. 


He suggested that the remaining items on the Agenda be placed 
for discussion at the next neeting of Council screduled for 
May 21, 19€5. 


(Kelly, Langley) Adjournment 


Respectfully submitted 
M. Duval 
June, 1985 


